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This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clainms 20
through 25. In an Anendnent After Final (paper nunber 8),
clainms 20 and 23 were anended.?

The di sclosed invention relates to control of the
channels on a television and to control of a rotary antenna
nmotor with the same signal transmtted froma wireless renote
control channel selector.

Caim20 is illustrative of the clained invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

20. A control unit for controlling a rotary notor driven
antenna for use with a T.V. in which the channels of the T.VW.
are selected by signals transmtted by a wirel ess renote
control channel selector, said control unit having a
m cr opr ocessor, said mcroprocessor having a progranmabl e
random access nmenory to store in associated relation
i nformati on representing the appropriate desired antenna
position for each desired T.V. channel to be selected by each
signal transmtted by the renote control channel selector and
i nformation representing the transmtted signal for which the
desi red antenna position has been stored, said control unit
having a receiver to detect the said transntted channe
sel ector signals, said receiver being connected through said
m croprocessor to access fromsaid random access nenory the
information for the appropriate desired antenna position for
the T.V. channel selected by the channel selector signa
detected, a power output circuit for connection to the antenna
notor for rotating the antenna, a read only nenory connected
to said mcroprocessor and programed to provide instruction

2 The anmendnent failed to correct the dependency of claim
22 from cancel ed claim 2.
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to said output circuit under control of said mcroprocessor to
effect antenna rotation in an anmobunt as conputed by said

m croprocessor to rotate the antenna from an exi sting position
to the appropriate position for the channel selected as
detected by said control unit receiver and accessed fromsaid
random access menory.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Car ney 4,352, 202 Sept. 28,
1982
Hor nback 4,542, 326 Sept. 17,
1985
Burton 4,803, 412 Feb. 7,
1989

Clainms 20 through 25 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. §
102(b) as being anticipated by Hornback or Carey.

Clainms 20 through 25 stand rejected under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 103
as bei ng unpatentabl e over Hornback in view of Burton.

Ref erence is nade to the final rejection, the briefs and
the answers for the respective positions of the appellant and
t he exam ner.

OPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the entire record before us,
and we wll reverse all of the rejections.

Hor nback di scl oses an antenna positioning systemin which
a channel selector 110 controls a television receiver 105 and

the antenna rotor 120. Hor nback does not descri be the channe
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sel ector 110 as a renote unit, and he uses electrical lines
112 to control the television and the antenna rotor (colum 7,
lines 9 through 12). Appellant argues (Brief, page 9) that:

[Alll the connections drawn as straight lines in
Figure 1 of the [Hornback] draw ngs represent
el ectrical conductors, including the line 12 [sic,
112] between the channel selector 110 and the
m croprocessor 12, and al so including the connection
bet ween the channel selector 110 and the television
recei ver 105.
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In view of the above, Applicant states that

Hor nback does not teach a receiver on the antenna

control unit detecting wireless signals froma

renote control channel selector as recited in

Applicant’s cl ai ns.

The exam ner acknow edges (Suppl enental Answer, page 2)
t hat “Hornback nakes no reference to renote control devices.”
Even if we assune for the sake of argunent that the channe
sel ector 110 is a renote control device, it would still |ack
“Wreless” signals as clained by appellant. For this reason,
the 35 U.S.C. 8 102(b) rejection of clainms 20 through 25 based
upon the teachings of Hornback is reversed.

Carney discloses a renote control unit 10 that controls
both an antenna notor 16, and a television receiver 13.
Al t hough the renote control unit 10 is in wreless
communi cation with the television receiver 13, the renote
control unit 10 is electrically wired to the notor contro
circuitry (Figure 1). Appellant argues (Brief, page 5) that
“W reless” transm ssion between the renote control unit 10 and
the antenna notor 16 is not possible in Carney because of the

“direct electrical wire connecti on between the renote and the

ACU [antenna contro
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unit].”® W agree. The 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) rejection of
cl ai ms
20 through 25 based upon the teachings of Carney is reversed.

In the obviousness rejection of clainms 20 through 25, the
exam ner indicates (Answer, page 3) that:

The patent to Hornback discloses an automatic
antenna positioning system conprising a channe

sel ector 110, a m croprocessor 12 and rotor contro

120 for controlling the antenna. Hornback differs

fromthe clains in that the clains recite a wirel ess

renote control unit. However, the patent to Burton

di scl oses a progranmabl e el ectroni ¢ antenna rotator

conprising a |I.R XMIR 200. Since the substitution

of wired or wireless renote control is well known in

the art; it would have been obvious to provide

Hor nback with the wirel ess renote control as taught

by Burton.

Appel | ant and the exam ner both agree that Burton's
antenna is rotated under the control of the wireless renote
control device 200, and that Burton does not disclose
tel evision receiver control with the wireless renbote contro
device (Reply Brief, pages 2 through 4, and Suppl enent al

Answer, page 2).

% The attached dictionary definitions of “renote control”
indicate that control signals may be transmitted to a distant
object via wires, sound, ultrasonics, light, radio or
mechani cal neans.
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Burton discloses a wireless renote control device for
controlling the rotation of an antenna, but Hornback di scl oses
neither a renote control device nor “wreless” conmunication
of signals. 1In the absence of evidence in the record that
“the substitution of wired or wireless renote control is wel
known in the art” (Answer, page 3), we can not agree with the
exam ner that “it would have been obvious to provide Hornback
with the wireless renbte control as taught by Burton” (Answer,
page 3). Wthout the evidence, we would have to resort to
I nper m ssi bl e hindsight to denonstrate the obvi ousness of the
claimed invention (Reply Brief, page 2). Thus, the 35 U. S. C

8§ 103 rejection of clains 20 through 25 is reversed because

the exam ner has failed to present a prim facie case of
obvi ousness.
DECI SI ON
The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 20 through
25 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) and 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

STANLEY M URYNOW CZ, Jr. )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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